In November 2012, the MORS, in conjunction with members of US Central Command (CENTCOM), held a conference at MacDill Air Force Base titled ''Assessments of Multinational Operations.'' The event, which was attended by nearly 150 people from a wide array of Department of Defense (DOD) and coalition organizations, featured a keynote address by General James Mattis, then the Commander of CENTCOM. Ostensibly, the purpose of the event was ''to develop information that can help inform doctrine, policy, and methods for organizations and countries performing assessments.'' 1 The conference met this purpose, but it also served a cathartic function-there was a palpable degree of frustration with the state of operation assessment among participants, many of whom had direct experience trying to implement existing assessment doctrine and processes in Iraq and Afghanistan, at geographic combatant commands (GCCs), and within the Pentagon. Points of concern among attendees included a feeling that assessment was not (but should be) a coequal function with planning and operations, that existing assessment doctrine needed major improvement, that commanders needed to be more involved in assessment processes and decisions, and that all stakeholders in an operation (to include civilian and coalition partners) should be included in the conduct of assessments. The proceedings report channeled W Edwards Deming when it claimed that ''one of the most profound points made during discussions was.the following: a bad process will overwhelm good people'' (W Edwards Deming is credited as having said, ''A bad system will beat a good person every time.''). 2 In the years since that conference, many of its participants have channeled their frustrations in productive ways, and these activities have led to a number of important advancements for the field of operation assessment. Examples of these at the highest levels of DOD included four works by the Joint Staff: its study of the term ''assessment'' in existing Joint doctrine 3 ; its revision of the Joint Publication for counterinsurgency, which included a new chapter on assessing counterinsurgency operations 4 ; publication of a Joint Doctrine Note (JDN) on operation assessment 5 (as described in this publication, a JDN is not a doctrinal publication, but one designed to provide ''a short term bridging solution to potential doctrine gaps'' while efforts to address those gaps in existing doctrinal publications are ongoing; this document was later rescinded concurrent with the publication of the revised JP 5-0: Joint Planning (see below)); and the conduct of an internal study to examine possible ways to address acknowledged gaps in joint doctrine pertaining to assessment. 6 Works by other organizations included the following: an experiment on the conduct of operation assessment conducted by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 7 and a subsequent book by NATO titled Innovation in operations assessment 8 ; the Center for Naval Analyses' publication of a brief history of operations assessment 9 ; the Air Land Sea Application Center's publication of the first tactical-tooperational doctrine for operation assessment 10 ; the Center for Army Analysis' release of its Deployed Analyst Handbook, which included a chapter on operations assessment; 11 and a plethora of articles by practitioners and researchers describing their experiences, ideas, and thoughts for the future of assessment (see, for example, Bayer and Larsen, 12 Schroden et al.,
These collective efforts generated notable momentum toward improving the basic concepts and processes that underpin the conduct of operation assessment, and led directly to the Joint Staff's inclusion of a new chapter on operation assessment in the revision of its capstone publication on planning, Joint Publication 5-0. 16 This move, at the highest levels of the DOD, was welcomed by the assessments community as a signal that operation assessment was finally being taken seriously by the Department as a critical function of military operations.
That accomplishment notwithstanding, there remains much left to do when it comes to fully professionalizing the conduct of operation assessment. For example, while NATO established a course on operation assessment several years ago to teach practitioners how to actually perform this function, the DOD has yet to establish any such formal training or education mechanisms to teach its personnel how to apply its own doctrine for assessment. To build new momentum toward addressing these types of issues, MORS and CENTCOM recently hosted another event focused on the advancement of the professionalization of assessment. 17 In addition, a whole community of researchers continues to explore ways to improve operation assessment, and their works comprise a rich and robust ongoing discussion (see, for example, Blanken et al., 18 Schroden et al., 19 Hoffmann, 20 and Arnhart and King 21 ).
It is within this discussion that this special issue of the Journal of Defense Modeling and Simulation: Applications, Methodology and Technology fits so well. In it, guest editors Lyn Arnhart and Marv King have cultivated an impressive array of researchers and practitioners, whose topics range from the theoretical underpinnings of assessment to its practical use in exercises and decision support, from strategic to tactical levels, and from quantitative to qualitative approaches. They also include several examples of the use of specific types of data and models. These works will substantively add to the existing-and steadily growing-body of literature on operation assessment, and I have no doubt that current and future practitioners will benefit greatly from the insights presented in this issue. With that in mind, I thank Lyn, Marv, and all of the authors in this issue for these important contributions, for only through the continued efforts of good people can we finally overcome the bad processes that have plagued operation assessment for too long.
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